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Journalism at the Movies 


Many younger documenturians, weaned | 
in the 60s, are turning to political subjects. 
The most ambitious film is On Company 
Business, a powerful, three-hour investi- 
gation of the CIA by Allan Francovich and. 
Howard Drach. Their $300,000 epic does 
not purport to offer new revelations of 
covert skulduggery: much of the material ' 
that emerges in theirinterviews with CIA 
dissidents Phillip Agee, Victor Marchetti | 
and John Stockwell, as well as CIA defend- | 
ers David Atlee Phillips, William Colby — 
and Richard Helms, has been published in 
their various books, But the film achieves a | 
valuable overview of “The Company” from 

its inception in 1947 to the beginnings of the 
Carter Administration. The message is 
clear: the CIA cannot be condemned as an ' 
isolated band of renegade spooks. It is and 
always has been carrying out the policies of _ 
the White House and the multinational : 
corporations. By the end of this draining — 
account, it comes as no surprise to learn ° 
that the CIA even infiltrated the Senate : 
committee that was investigating it. 
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SURSJECT - David Wise and William Colby Interviewed 
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TOM BRADEN: We have with us on the Live Line-David 
Wise, the coauthor, with Thomas Ross, of a famous book of some 
years ago by the CIA called "The tnvisible Government." 


The question, to repeat it briefly, is simply this: 
Do you think American journalists should’ be used by the CIA as 
spies or agents? Put this way: How would you like to read your 
newspaper with the knowledge that the byline which you're rea- 
ding mRGNT: be an agent of the CIA? 


What's your view, David? 


DAVID WISE: Well, I'm absolutely and totally and un- 
equivocally opposed to the use of journalists in any fashion by 
an intelligence agency of our government. 


BRADEN: You want to say why? 


WISE: Yes. Because the First Amendment very clearly 
states that Congress shall pass no law abridging freedom of the 
press. And we can't have a free press if reporters are masquer- 
-ading as spies. 


BRADEN: Well, wait a minute. Let me back up a now. 
Why can't we? 


WISE: Well, the issue is really fairly simple. If 
you're.a reporter -~ | was for many years -- and you go, Jet us 
say, to a country tike India, where there is a suspicion that 
American Journallsts, some of them, might be spies... 
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The CIA Needs More Than Clue 
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_are also Keystone Cops snafus, such as going to 
* court to halt publication of a Philip Agee book 


~ ton bookstores. These are some of the CIA’s real 


’ ten without CIA approval. :~- 


‘ yeviewed by the CIA, without any demonstrable 


Former attorney general Griffin Bell defends 
the Supreme Court’s reckless and vindictive ac- 
tion in the Frank Snepp case (“Secrecy After the 
Snepp Case,” op-ed, April 9) on grounds that the 
decision may be “the glue that preserves our in- 


- talligence agencies from tne ravages of a purpor- 


ted absolutism, described under the euphemism* 
of ‘the publie’s right to know.’” This is another 
contribution to the current mythology that our 
intelligence agencies are weak and are ‘yiewed as | 
irresponsible by our allies because, among other | 
equally persuasive reasons, we allow people like 
Snepp to write books. . ay: oa 
- ‘fhe fact is that the quality of our intelligence zs 
weak, morale is at a very low ebb in the CIA, and 


‘allied intelligence services are sometimes reluctant 
‘to entrust the CIA with secrets. But this mess can- 


not fairly be blamed on two or three people who 
have published hooks in violation of the secrecy 
agreement the CIA requires of all employees. ~ — 
The need for “ge” to preserve our intelli- 
gence agencies stems from a series of CIA 
wounds that are largely self-inflicted shots in the 
leg. They range from the relatively early misad- 
ventures (remember the Bay of Pigs and the ef- 


_ forts to kill Fidel Castro?) to the mofe recent in- 


anities imposed by. CIA: Director Stansfield 
‘Turner in the form of wholesale computerized 


:. cutbacks in the senior levels of the clandestine . 


service. They also include grave failures to pre- 


_ dict events in Iran, or the Vietnamese invasion of 


Cambodia, or the Soviet brigade in Cuba. There 


when the book wag already on sale in Washing- 


problems, yet the myth, in which the former at- 
torney genera} joins, is that the culprits are the 
Snepps and the few other critics who have writ- 


In. fact, dozens of books have been written, 
hundreds of articles published and thousands of 
speeches given by former CJA officials. Many of 
_ the books and all the oral presentations went un- 


“harm to the nation. In the preface to his book . 
nbout Richard Helms, “The Man Who Kept the 
Secrets,” Thomas Powers explains that he inter- 

‘viewed more than 40 former CIA officials. “T 
found CIA people quite willing to talk about their 
careers,” he says. “.'... Most began by telling me- 
what they wouldn’t talk about. . ... As we talked, : 
however, the force of these prohibitions seemed 

- to erode. A name that popped up in one conversa- 
tion would serve'as a useful wedge in another... 
_. If one. keeps asking questions, the answers 
‘will gradually begin to fit together... S22... 
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_ Heyer contemplated, even though the legislature - 
"has addressed the problem. As Justice Joan Paul | 


. Since it is clear that the CIA agreement uader | 
which Snepp was sued applies equally to the 
people who talked to Powers, including Helms 

the question must be asked: why have cases deen 
brought only against critics like Frank Sneop, 
Agee and John Robert Stockwell? Obviously, it 
must have something to do with the fact that 
. they are critics of the CIA and because they have 
‘defied what they believe to be an unconstitu- 
tionai prior restraint on their First Amendment 
rights of free speech. BES ; 
- An interesting sidebar to the Snepp and Stock- 
" well prosecutions is the case of former CLA direc- 
tor William Colby, whose book of memoirs, “Hon- 
ovable Men: My Life in the CIA” was dutifully ' 
submitted to the CIA for review. At the same 4 
time, it was sent off for the French-language pub- F 
lication of the book. Of course, Colby made tha j 
changes suggested by the CLA in the EnvlishJan-. 
guage version, but someone neglected to inform: 
the French publisher. So anyene who cares to 
- compare the two versions can pinpoi \ 
, what the CIA wanted deleted. .. nae ee 
" Itis this kind of witlessness that adds to the for- 
eign concern about whether the Americans can 
Keep secrets. The fact is that the Snepp book con- ! 
tained no classified information: Coiby's book | 
did. So why sue Snepp and not Colby? ..: - : 
Beli does not deal with the problem of selective 
enforcement and disjposes of the basic First 
Amendment issue at stake in the Snepp case as 
casually as. the Supreme Court did. But he ne- 
glects to mention thiit we have criminal laws 
against disclosing secrrets, but, except in the case | 
of atomic bomb infor)mation, no law permits halt-. 
ing publication in advance. if Snepp or Stockwell 
_or anyone else'violatjzs these laws, they should be | 
. prosecuted. But in th.e Snepp ease, the court in ef- 
fect legislated a rernedy and a result Congress~ 


. Stevens says in his dissent in S$ “4 
“ nepp, “the court 
gSeems unaware of the fact that its drastic new 
emer arene: fashioned to enforce a species 
OF prior restraint on a citizen’s right to criticize 
, Be pose orleae aN een ie ee 
: . Equally troubling is the manner in which the 
2 
Supreme Court reached for a decision it was not- 
‘required to render on the case before it. Without | 
‘the benefit of either briefs or oral argument, the 
“court ‘dismissed ‘Snepp’s First Amendment de- 
_fense in a footnote and granted the government 


“an unprecedented form of relief that the solicitor 


general had said was not necessary to protect th | 
-CIA’s interests in the case. Bell says the case as | 


